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Abstract 
Community engagement is given much importance nowadays in Malaysia, especially in line with Institutes of 
Higher Learning’s tripartite mission, the third mission being able to engage with communities. It is not surprising 
because community engagement offers enormous benefits for regional and societal development. Community 
engagement relies heavily on partnership and mutual reciprocity between different stakeholders such as communities, 
universities, non-government organizations (NGOs), field experts and funding organizations. In order to sustain the 
engagement initiatives, it is important to know who are the ‘owners’ or stakeholders of the program. The current gap 
on community engagement is on evaluation and measurement of the impacts towards the stakeholders, mainly the 
community that are being engaged with. This paper addresses the gap by providing a discussion on the stakeholder 
approach on evaluation of community engagement initiatives. The evaluation using the stakeholders approach will 
not only create a holistic evaluation process, but it will also assist in fostering a sense of ownership of the community 
engagement program. 
© 2013 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Universiti Malaysia Kelantan, 
Malaysia 
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1.   The role of Institute of Higher Learning in Community Engagement 
Institutions of Higher Learning in Malaysia employ a number of mechanisms to promote community 
engagement. These include the establishment of the industry and community network division in research 
universities  and  Universiti  Teknologi  MARA  (UiTM)  in  2007  to  accelerate  engagement  with  the 
community and industry. Ministry of Higher Education (MoHE) has developed a new Critical Agenda 
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Project (CAP) known as ‘Knowledge Transfer Programme’ (KTP). KTP recognizes a broad range of 
activities to support mutually beneficial collaborations between universities, industries and communities 
(government agencies/Non-Government Organizations (NGOs)/public sector). It provides the platform for 
the exchange of tangible and intangible intellectual property, expertise, learning and skills between 
academia, industry and the community (KTP Policy, 2011). This move clearly shows that University- 
Community Engagement is given much importance in Institutes of Higher Learning in Malaysia as well as 
the government (Jamilah Ahmad, 2012). Furthermore, Universities are developing a more pro-social 
stance, especially in contributing to the tripartite mission of the universities (Jaques, 2007). The notion of 
engaging academicians and students in the society development are an ambitious one. However, it’s high 
time we embrace the ‘noble’ direction we are heading to. 
 
1.1. What is Community Engagement all about? 
 
The concept of university-community engagement has been given various interpretations by different 
scholars and organizations. For some, university-community engagement refers to activities which are 
conducted in the community by a university by expanding its role as passive provider of knowledge to an 
active participant (Hart and Northmore, 2011). However, for many others, university community 
engagement is considered one of the tripartite purposes of a university. For instance, for Indiana State 
University, university-community engagement is defined as the development of collaborative partnerships 
between education, business, social services and government that contribute to the academic mission of 
the university and directly benefit the community (Indiana State University, 2013). There are also 
definitions  that  see  community  engagement  as  actively  engaged  initiatives  while  others  see  it  as 
something naturally happens in the context of universities (Bender, 2008). However, the main difference 
in the various interpretations of university community engagement, according to Bender (2008) lies in the 
extent of “engagement infusion” in a university. In other words, they differ in terms of the extent to which 
community engagement criteria should be seen in all community based research, service, empowerment 
but also teaching and learning. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching has always 
been regarded as one of the pioneers and leaders in this field for almost three decades (Hart and 
Northmore, 2010; Holland͓and͓Ramaley, 2008). The foundation describes university-community 
engagement as the ‘collaboration between institutions of higher learning and their larger communities for 
the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in the context of partnership and 
reciprocity’.  In  other  words,  university  community  engagement  is  a  two-way  process  in  which 
universities and communities form sustainable relationships that influence, shape and promote success in 
both directions. The community can leverage on the knowledge and expertise of universities to address 
the community’s problems or needs while the universities, through engagement initiatives, can shape their 
research agendas and enhance student learning (Alter, 2005). 
 
 
1.2 Levels of Community Engagement 
 
One of the important aspect of university-community engagement is the levels at which a university 
participates with the community or the ‘journey of engagement’. In this regards, several typologies have 
been proposed to demonstrate how universities could engage with the community. One typology is 
offered by Ström (2011) as indicated in the Table 1. 
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Table 1: Level of Community Engagement (Strom, 2011; adapted from International Association for Public Participation, 2005) 
 
 
 
Level of engagement increases 
 
Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 
 
 
To provide the 
public with 
balanced and 
objective 
information to 
assist them in 
understanding the 
problems, the 
alternatives and the 
solutions. 
To obtain 
public 
feedback on 
analysis, 
alternatives 
and/or 
decisions. 
To work directly 
with the public 
to ensure that 
their concerns are 
consistently 
understood and 
considered. 
To partner with 
the public in each 
aspect of the 
decision including the 
development of alternatives 
and  the  identification  of  the 
preferred solution. 
To place the final 
decision-making in   the 
hands of the public. 
 
 
 
The typology shows community engagement as a continuum of community involvement – from a 
passive one way involvement to a long term collaborative participation with some form of shared 
leadership. The latter is usually regarded as high quality engagement.  Although high quality community 
engagement is the final aim of universities, achieving it is not without any challenge. Many seem to be 
cynical about the ability of universities to engage the community at such level. Bender (2008) for instance 
questions whether a university can engage in such high quality community engagement given the various 
constraints and challenges each university faces. 
 
Recently, there is much ‘hype’ on the change of educational landscape, especially on the missions of 
the universities in the society. A major shift in the role of Institutions of higher learning has placed 
regional engagement as one of their main mission alongside teaching and research in an attempt to 
construct a better future for the society (Munir et al., 2011). It is not surprising because community 
engagement offers enormous benefits for regional development. Through engagement, the institutions 
would be able to assist with specific research, encourage volunteer service, and offer student internships 
and social program to community groups. On the other hand, external stakeholders can bring business to 
the institutions through incentives for research, and opportunities for consultancy and program. It is 
through these partnerships that institutions are able to secure the economic prosperity, socio-cultural well- 
being and environmental sustainability of the region. Clearly, community engagement promotes mutual 
reciprocity situation for both the region and Institutions of higher learning. Productive partnerships 
between the two will help further the region’s interests and institution of higher learning’s strategic 
ambitions (Munir et al., 2011).   In Malaysian perspective as a developing country, Institute of higher 
learning Institute contribution is essential in cultivating future leaders with a mind and heart to drive 
Malaysia towards a developed country with humanitarian citizens. 
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2. Sustainability of Community Engagement 
 
Although there are increasing literature reviews or review papers on community engagement, there is a 
need to examine how community engagement is theorized, developed and applied for sustained change. 
This is because there are still scarce research on community engagement in general and community 
engagement framework in particular (Le Clus, 2012). The current gap on community engagement is on 
evaluation and measurement of the impacts towards the stakeholders, mainly the community that are 
being engaged with (Millican and Bourner, 2011; O'Connor et al., 2011; Gamble and Bates, 2011; 
Gazley, 2012). This entails us back to a basic question in any issue. Who are the owners of a Community 
Engagement, after all? In answering this question, we may have a perspective on its ability to sustain the 
community engagement initiative and fulfill its main objective, human development in societal context. 
Having said that, owners have responsibility in the initiatives and expected to receive ‘something’ in 
return. In other words, are also known as stakeholders. 
 
2.1. Stakeholder Theory 
 
Traditionally, stakeholder is defined as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the 
achievement of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman 1984; Underhill, 1990).  The recent definition of 
stakeholder is ‘as a person or group who are vital to the survival and the success of the organization’ 
(Freeman, 2004; Nickols, 2005) .To put it short, an organization exists in order to benefit the stakeholders 
and vice versa (Boatright, 2006; Garcia-Castro et al., 2011). Ultimately when an action or initiatives is 
taken, according to this theory, whether it is a particular initiative or the purpose must satisfy multiple 
constituencies known as “stakeholders.” 
 
Stakeholder, therefore, has a quid pro quo interest in the organization. This means, a stakeholder puts 
something into the endeavor with the expectation of getting something out of it. According to Nickols 
(2005), what stakeholders put in is known as “contributions” and what they take out is known as 
“inducements.” 
 
2.2. Stakeholder theory and evaluation 
 
When a program evaluation is being discussed, the immediate thought that comes to the mind, is 
The Kirkpatrick Model (Four Levels Evaluation) and The Philips Model (Fifth level – ROI). Table 2 
briefly shows The Kirkpatrick Model and The Philips Model. 
 
Table 2  The Kirkpatrick Model and The Philips Model. 
 
Level Brief Description 
Reaction, Satisfaction, & Planned Action Measures participant reaction to and satisfaction with the program program 
and participant’s plans for action 
 
Learning Measures skills and knowledge gains 
 
Application and Implementation Measures   changes   in   on-the-job   application,   behaviour   change,   and 
implementation. 
 
Business Impact Measures business impact 
 
Return on Investment (ROI) Compares the monetary value of the business outcomes with the costs of the 
program program 
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Although this model is widely discussed and utilized, this model is not without limitations. Mainly, 
there are three weaknesses of this model, has been discussed by various authors (Bates, 2004; Guerci et 
al., 2010; Guerci and Vinante, 2011; McLean, 2005). 
 
First, the evaluation only takes into consideration a limited set of variables. Guerci and Vinante (2010) 
argues that The Kirkpatrick Model and The Philips Models evaluation are based on an extremely 
simplified view of  program effectiveness. It  doesn’t take  into  consideration the  holistic  view of  a 
program. A program, especially social programs may not bring monetary value to the organization, but it 
may have an impact on the organizational culture or value. How do we evaluate aspects that are not 
within the four or five level criteria? 
 
Second, this evaluation model is based on causal linkage among program outcome at different levels. 
That is, it is not possible to achieve positive results at top levels, if this did not occur at lower levels as 
well. Furthermore, different stakeholders may have different needs on contributing to the program. The 
aim of a program is to strive to reach those different needs of different stakeholders. Example, a funding 
organization may have contributed to a community engagement program with the needs of building 
reputation, which is intangible while communities mainly contribute to get a tangible end-product to 
assist in solving the problem that they are currently facing. Therefore, that particular funding organization 
needs can only be met when the initiatives are publicized and promoted. 
 
The  third  criticism  revolves  around  the  ownership  of  a  program.  A  program  should  be  the 
responsibility of all stakeholders, not only the program department and the program developer. This first 
four level model generally evaluates the trainees and then fifth level tries to provide monetary value of the 
business outcomes. In fact, the point of view assumed by the model is that of the company’s shareholders 
only. It then becomes a liability of the program department to ‘prove’ the value of program, rather than a 
collaborative effort of evaluating and improving the social initiatives. Therefore a more holistic approach 
of evaluation is needed to promote proactive and cooperative actions among stakeholders in the process 
of program and evaluation and establish a communication platform. 
 
Although there are many different views on how a stakeholder approach is to be implemented on a 
program evaluation, the key principle is to invite different stakeholder groups to participate in the entire 
process of evaluation (Ruff-Eft and Preskill, 2005). There were many successful evaluations of programs 
using the stakeholders’ approach, as discussed below. 
 
Michalski and Cousins (2000) used concept mapping to determine the evaluation needs of managers, 
program participants and learning experts. Along with the rating data, these maps also formed the basis 
for subsequent pattern matching analyses. Pattern matching allows for the combination of any two 
measures (e.g., statement importance ratings either within or between groups) collected at the concept 
map cluster level to examine the degree to which the measures match. By examining such combinations 
of measures, differences between stakeholders can be identified and quantified (Michalski and Cousins, 
2001; Sridharan et al., 2006) 
 
Sun Xiao et al. (2011) conducted a study to evaluate China’s overseas management program and 
development (MTD) in cross-cultural settings using the stakeholder approach. Authors collected both 
quantitative and qualitative data from 526 major stakeholders involved in China’s overseas MTD. A mix 
method approach is used to explore the perspectives of different stakeholders. One of the key takeaways 
in this study is that authors selected key stakeholders throughout each phases of program and conducted 
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evaluation accordingly. Example pre-program (Pre-course evaluation), the author evaluated Program 
organiser, Trainee, Program institution, Trainee’s organisation and Independent evaluator. Whereas, 
during the program (Assessment of learning Effectiveness), only Trainee, Program institution and 
Program organiser were evaluated again. 
 
Guerci and Vinante (2010) researched on stakeholder’s evaluation needs on program evaluation. 
Nickols (2005) conceptual paper explains if one accepts the notion that program has multiple 
constituencies or stakeholders whose needs, wants, requirements and preferences must be taken into 
account, one must also accept that the only effective way of doing so is take them into account during the 
design, development and delivery of the program. Guerci and Vinante (2010) noted two significant 
advantages. First, it encourages the stakeholders to support the decisional process of the programs as they 
were actively participating in giving feedback. Second, it expands the range of the variables considered 
by The Kirkpatrick Model and Philips Model program evaluation model, normally focused on the 
evaluation needs of the company’s shareholders. 
 
3. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
It cannot be denied that social programs, such as community engagement programs needs partnership 
with the communities, universities, non-government organizations (NGOs), field experts and funding 
organizations to successfully run the show. Simply put, community engagement needs to have continuous 
support and participation from the stakeholders from the initial start of the program, and preferably until 
the community reaches the ‘Empowerment’ stage. In determining sustainability and the success of a 
program, multiple stakeholders’ perspective needs to be taken into consideration. The evaluation using 
the stakeholders approach will not only create a holistic evaluation process, but it will also assist in 
fostering a sense of ownership of the community engagement program 
 
Evaluation of community engagement project using the stakeholder based approach definitely will be a 
more time consuming tasks, difficult and is a delicate work. However, the stakeholder approach offers a 
balanced view because it forces the evaluation to clarify the stakes —the value expected from the 
program by the various stakeholders.  As different stakeholders have different needs and expectation of a 
program, it is logical thing to include them during the pre-evaluation process. As community engagement 
programs curtails a long-term effort and commitment, an all-for-one approach of evaluation may not be a 
good idea, after all. 
 
References 
 
Alter, T. (2005) Achieving the Promise of Public Scholarship. In S. Peters, N. Jordan, M. Adamek and T. 
Alter (eds.), Engaging Campus and Community: the Practice of Public Scholarship in the State and Land- 
Grant University System. Kettering Foundation. 461–487. 
 
Bender, G. (2008). Exploring conceptual models for community engagement at HEIs in South Africa. 
Perspectives in Education. 26(1). 
 
Gamble, E.  & Bates, C. (2011). Dublin Institute of Technology's programme for students learning with 
communities: a critical account of practice. Education & Training, 53. 116-128. 
 
Garcia-Castro, R, Ariño, M.A, and Canela, M.A (2011). Over the Long-Run? Short-Run Impact and 
Long-Run Consequences of Stakeholder Management , Business Society. 50. 428 
162   Anubama Ramachandra et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  129 ( 2014 )  156 – 163 
Gazley, B. et. Al (2012). What About the Host Agency? Nonprofit Perspectives on Community-Based 
Student Learning and Volunteering. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(6). 1029-1050 
 
Hart, A. & Northmore, S. (2010). Auditing and Evaluating University-Community Engagement: Lesson 
from UK Case Study. Higher Education Quarterly: Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 
 
Hart, A. & Northmore, S. (2011). Sustaining community-university partnerships. International Journal of 
Community Research and Engagement, 4. 
 
Holland, B & Ramaley, Judith A. (2008), Creating a supportive environment for community-university 
engagement: conceptual frameworks, paper presented at the 31st HERDSA (Higher Education Research 
and Development Society of Australasia) Conference, Sydney. 
 
Indiana State University, National Communication Association (NCA). (2012). Community Engagement 
Definition. Available at  http://irt2.indstate.edu/nca2010/assets/pdf/se/definitionDoc.pdf 
 
Jamilah Ahmad (2012). Can a university act as a corporate social responsibility (CSR) driver? An 
analysis. Social Responsibility Journal. 8 (1). 77-86. 
 
Jacques,  E.J.  &  Macrow,  A.V.  (2001).  Serving  Community:  Prosocial  Engagment  in  educational 
Adminsitration. Advances in Educational Administration. 10. 299–311. 
 
KTP Policy. (2011). Knowledge Transfer Programme – KTP. Higher Education Department, Ministry of 
Higher Education Malaysia. 
 
Le Clus, M. (2012). Tracking and Measuring Engagement: A Review of the Literature. (D. Whitton, M. 
Kavanagh, & B. O'Steen, Eds.) Australasian Journal of University-Community Engagement. 2(1). 21-38. 
 
Millican, J &  Bourner, T. (2011). Student-community engagement and the changing role and context of 
higher education. Education & Training. 53, 89-99 
 
O’Connor, K.M. et  al.  (2011).  Student-community engagement and  the  development of  graduate 
attributes. Education & Training, 53. 100-115 
 
Bates, R.A. (2004). A Critical analysis of evaluation practice: the Kirkpatrick model and the principle of 
beneficence. Evaluation and Program Planning. 27. 341-7. 
 
Boatright, J.R.(2006). What’s Wrong—and What’s Right—with Stakeholder Management. Journal of 
Private Enterprise. 21 (2) 
 
Freeman, R. (1984). Strategic management: a stakeholder approach. Boston, MA: Ballinger. 
 
Freeman, R.E. (2004). Stakeholder theory and the corporate objective revisited. Organisation Science. 15 
(3). 364-9. 
 
Guerci, M., Bartezzaghi, E. and Solari, L.  (2010). Training evaluation in Italian corporate universities: a 
stakeholder-based analysis. International Journal of Training and Development. 14 (4). 
163 Anubama Ramachandra et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  129 ( 2014 )  156 – 163 
Guerci, M and Vinante, M (2011). Training evaluation: an analysis of the stakeholders’ evaluation needs. 
Journal of European Industrial Training. 35 (4). 385-410 
 
McLean, G.N. (2005). Examining approaches to HR evaluation: the strengths and weaknesses of popular 
measurement methods. Strategic Human Resources. 4 (2) 24-7. 
 
Michalski,  G.V.  and  Cousins,  J.B.  (2000).  Differences  in  stakeholder  perceptions  about  training 
evaluation: a concept mapping/pattern matching investigation. Evaluation and Program Planning. 23. 
211-30. 
 
Michalski,  G.V.  and  Cousins,  J.B.  (2001).  Multiple  perspectives  on  training  evaluation:  probing 
stakeholder perceptions in a global network development firm. American Journal of Evaluation. 22 (1). 
37-53. 
 
Munir et al. (2011). Capacity Building for Regional Cooperation. In Morshidi S., Aniswal A. G, & 
Clarence Tan C. C. (2011). Universities, Communities and Region: the case of the Penang City-Region, 
Malaysia. Higher Education Research Monograph 16/2011. National Higher Education Research, 
Universiti Sains Malaysia: Penang. 
 
Nickols, F.W. (2005). Why a  stakeholder approach to  evaluating training. Advances in  Developing 
Human Resources. 7 (1). 121-34. 
 
Evaluation in Human Resource Development. Advances in Developing Human Resource. 7(71) DOI: 
10.1177/1523422304272169 
 
Ström,  J.  (2011).  Enabling  engagement:  a  study  of  university-community  engagement  at  a  non- 
metropolitan Australian university. PhD Dissertation. Southern Cross University, Lismore, NSW. 
 
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Definition of Community Engagement. 
Access- August 2012. Available at http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/ 
 
Sridharan, S., Campbell, B. and Zinzow, H. (2006). Developing a stakeholder-driven anticipated timeline 
of impact for evaluation of social programs. American Journal of Evaluation. 27. 148-62. 
 
Sun Xiao, Catharine Ross & Jonathan Liu (2011). Evaluating management training and development in a 
cross-cultural context – A stakeholder approach. Journal of Chinese Human Resource Management. 2(2). 
136 – 158. 
 
Underhill, Frank (1990). An Application of Social Learning Theory using a Stakeholder evaluations to 
assess a cross-cultural training people for business people. PhD Dissertation. University of Washington. 
